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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . Please submit the documents listed under Non-Patent Literature Documents in 
the IDS filed 11/07/2003 for them to be considered by the examiner. 

Specification 

2. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 

3. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it contains the legal 
phraseology "comprises" (e.g. line 2). Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 
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Drawings 

4. Figure 8 should be designated by a legend such as -Prior Art — (See 
specification page 6, line 3 of the last paragraph) because only that which is old is 
illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 
1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the 
page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .121(d)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing 
figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified 
and Informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to 
the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Objection 

5. Claim 1 recites a tuner comprising a test port, airline, two sliding carriages 
carrying a metal-dielectric combination probe each and means for remote control 
probes. The claimed elements are not related to one to another. The claimed probe, 
for example, is not related to the test port or to the airline. 

Because the claimed elements are not related with the claimed tuner, for the 
purpose of examination, examiner will treat the claimed elements as separated 
elements (i.e. any probe in any tuner device). 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "probes" in line 6. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Regarding claim 2, line 1, before "combination", either "the" or "said" should be 
removed. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "a set of metal-dielectric probes" in line 1 . There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

For the purpose of examination, examiner assumes that the claim is intended to 
further limits the probe mentioned in claim 1. 

Regarding claim 4, line 3, the phrase "such as" renders limitations in lines 4-6 
uncertain. For the purpose of examination, examiner assumes that limitations in lines 4- 
6 is for the purpose of illustration only and will not give patentable weight. 

Claims 5-6 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper 
dependent form for falling to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. 
Applicant is required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) 
in proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in Independent form. 

In case Applicant amend the claims to independent form, the claims will be 
withdrawn from further consideration because the invention are related as process and 
apparatus for its practice. The inventions are distinct if it can be shown that either: (1) 
the process as claimed can be practiced by another materially different apparatus or by 
hand, or (2) the apparatus as claimed can be used to practice another and materially 
different process. (MPEP § 806.05(e)). In this case the method of calibration as 
• claimed can be performed using a vector network analysis (VNA). 

For the purpose of examination, examiner assumes that the claims 5-6 are 
intended to recite the method of using the claimed apparatus of claim 1 . 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out-his invention. 

7. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject nnatter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled In the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to nfiake and/or use the invention. 

Regarding claim 3^ the claim recites the limitation "where the external diameter of 
the dielectric core of the probe varies between the two extreme, the zero (pure metallic 
probe) and the width of the slot of the airline (pure dielectric probe)". 

How come the diameter of the probe can be varied from zero to the width of the 
slot? As far as the examiner knows, the size of nothing can be varied from zero to a 
value. 

Does Applicant mean the dielectric of the probe varies from pure metal to pure 
dielectric? Even if it is the case, examiner is not understood because metal has 
dielectric. Examiner is not sure whether the pure dielectric is the relative permittivity of 
free space? How come a material can be varied from metal to free space? 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only If the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty In the English language. 

9. Claims 1, 2, 5-6, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Kiyokawa et aL (6,515,465), 

Regarding claim 1, Kiyokawa et al. discloses a microwave load pull tuner 
comprising (Figures 14a and 14b) a test port and an idle port (Any microwave coupler 
has test port and an idle port; see figure 1), a horizontal transmission airline in form of a 
slotted coaxial (Figure 14b), two sliding carriages (105b) (Figure 14a) carrying a metal- 
dielectric combination probe each (Any material has dielectric including the probe of 
Kiyokawa et al.) and means (107) for remote horizontal position control of the said 
combination probe. 

Regarding claim 2, Kiyokawa et al. discloses (figure 2) the probe (50) made of a 
cylindrical horizontal dielectric insert (At element 53), which slides on the central 
conductor (41b) of the slotted airline (figure 4), which said insert is embedded inside a 
metallic square slug (See figures 2 or 4), which said slug slides inside and along the 
ground walls of the slotted airline (41a) (figure 4), parallel to the central conductor (41b). 
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Regarding claims claim 5-6, pertinence to tfie discussion of the objection above, 
the daims 5-6 are rejected as being applied to claim 1 . 

10. Claims 1, 5, 6, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Wolf 
(2,692,971). 

Regarding claim 1, Wolf discloses a microwave load pull tuner comprising a test 
port and an idle port (Any microwave coupler has test port and an idle port including the 
one shown in figure of Wolf for microwave signal coupling), a horizontal transmission 
airline in form of a slotted coaxial (16), two sliding carriages (13, 14) (The device is 
sliding (Column 2, lines 50-55) elements 13-14 are sliding carriage) carrying a metal- 
dielectric combination probe each and means (M) for remote horizontal position control 
of the said combination probe (Column 3, lines 33-43). 

Regarding claims claim 5-6, pertinence to the discussion of the objection above, 
the claims 5-6 are rejected as being applied to claim 1. 

11. Claims 1, 5, 6, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Cusack et al. (The article "Automatic Load Contour Mapping" submitted in the IDS filed 
11/07/2003). 

Regarding claim 1, Cusack et al. Cusack et al. discloses a microwave load pull 
tuner comprising a test port and an idle port (Any microwave coupler has test port and 
an idle port including the one shown in figure 5 of Cusack et al. for microwave signal 
coupling), a horizontal transmission airiine in form of a slotted coaxial (Figure 1), two 
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sliding carriages (slugs) carrying a metal-dielectric combination probe each and means 
(Slide Wire Power Supply) for remote horizontal position control of the said combination 
probe. 

Regarding claims claim 5-6, pertinence to the discussion of the objection above, 
the claims 5-6 are rejected as being applied to claim 1 . 

12. Claims 1, 5, 6, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Tsironis (6,297,649). 

Regarding claim 1 , Tsironis discloses a microwave load pull tuner comprising a 
test port and an idle port (Any microwave coupler has test port and an Idle port including 
the one shown in figure 4), a horizontal transmission airline in form of a slotted coaxial 
(Figure 8), two sliding carriages (1, 2) carrying a metal-dielectric combination probe 
each and means for remote horizontal position control of the said combination probes 
(Column 4, lines 60-63). 

Regarding claims claim 5-6, pertinence to the discussion of the objection above, 
the claims 5-6 are rejected as being applied to claim 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

13. The following Is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the inventton is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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14. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over kiyokawa 
et al. (6,515,465). 

Regarding claim Kiyokawa et al. does not disclose electro-mechanical tuners 
with several diameters. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the probe of Kiyokawa et al. with different diameters to 
use in different size of conductors is routine in the art since changing the size of 
diameter of probe to use in different conductor sizes does not change its function. 

Contact Information 

15. Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Vincent Q Nguyen whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-2234. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, N. Le can be reached on (571) 272-2233. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding tine status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 




Vincent Q. Nguyen 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2858 



December 17, 2004 



